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Executive Summary

Naval Aviation is increasingly facing a future in which it will have
to operate aircraft with dimnished margins of capability over potenti al
adversaries or face force structure reductions bel ow the DOD Base Force in order
to field a nodernized force. Naval aircraft nodernization plans have been
conmplicated by a wide range of mission requirenents, acquisition failures, and
new post Col d War budget constraints.

However conplicated these problens are, the root cause of nava
aviation's | oom ng nodernization crisis is the failure to develop institutiona
consensus on a rational strategy for the future within the unifornmed el enents of
naval aviation, the Ofice of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV), and the
Departnment of the Navy (DON). The | ack of consensus and cohesi on have
undercut naval aviation's ability to function in the DOD and Congressi ona
budget battl egrounds. The result is that the OPNAV and the DON have forfeited
the ability to set the future agenda of naval aviation

The subdi vi si on of naval aviation into separate platform based
communities is the chief institutional factor that prevents naval aviation from
speaking with one voice. Marine Corps aviation presents other institutiona
probl ems. The changing institutional environment in OPNAV, the DON and
DOD have al so contributed to the disarray which places naval aviation's future
at risk. The nost dramatic changes have been the decline in power and
i nfluence of the platform"barons" and the rise of an independent acquisition
corps directly under the SECNAV' s authority.

The genesis of the F/A-18 E/F programis used to denonstrate the
weakness of the present institutional arrangenents wthin OPNAV and t he DON
The concl usi on di scusses why strong warfare area representation is essential to
managi ng the diverse el enments of the Navy and for devel oping and articul ating
naval nodernization strategies. A return of the platform sponsors to DCNO
status i s reconmended.

Determ ning the Future of Naval Aviation

An Institutional Perspective

THESI S: The nations future defense strategy based upon forward
presence, crisis response, and power projection seens to provide an idea
environment for Naval Aviation to continue to flourish. However, the failure to
develop institutional consensus within the uniformed el enents of naval aviation
the Ofice of the Chief of Naval Operations and the Departnent of the Navy have
undercut naval aviation's ability articulate a sound strategy for the future,

t hus
pl acing the future at risk
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peration Desert Storm denonstrated the capabilities U S mlitary

forces built-up during the 1980's. This was particularly true for airpower.
Wi l e

the day may never conme when airpower al one can achieve total victory in a
conventional war, it did prove to be the decisive factor in enabling an
operational commander to reduce an eneny's capability and to shape the
battlefield to ensure victory.

However, for the proponents of naval air power, the results of
Desert

Storm | ook | ess appealing. Al though Navy and Marine Corps aviators

performed ably and professionally in all assigned mssions, the Gulf War

poi nted to some gl ari ng weaknesses in naval aviation. Rear Adnmiral R D.

M xson, Commander Carrier Group Two during Desert Storm detailed severa
specific areas in which naval aviation is presently weak and needs i nproving.

These areas include insufficient organic air-to-air refueling capability, |ack
of

preci si on-gui ded bunker-busting weapons, failure to provide for nedia



requirenents, and the failure to inpact the joint (CINC) deliberative
process. (23:38)

Wil e these problens are real and need sol utions, they are only part
of

much | arger noderni zati on problenms threatening naval aviation's future.

Desert Storm denponstrated a nuch nore serious weakness in naval aviation

than those which RADM M xson nenti oned: The advanced age and limted
capability/survivability of many naval aircraft (F -14A, A-6E) prevented them

fromplaying as useful a role as their nore nodern Air Force counterparts. Yet

even under the nmpbst optimstic circunstances, naval aviation will have to keep
operating many of these aircraft until the year 2010, and still not have enough
aircraft to fill carrier decks, if present projected force structure

requi rements and
aircraft procurenment plans remain as forecast. (21:0) Naval aviation is
increasingly looking at a future in which it will have to operate aircraft with
di m ni shed margi ns of capability when facing potential adversaries or face
severe force structure cuts to field a nodernized force

Present Departnent of Defense (DOD) Base Force plans recogni ze the
f or war d- based power projection capabilities carrier air forces provide to the

nati onal defense strategy and calls for mmintaining a robust aircraft carrier
force

of 13 (12 active and one training) carriers. (4:76) New replacenent carrier
construction is scheduled to continue. The problemis that to maintain a 13
carrier and carrier air wing (CVW force, three active Marine Corps airw ngs and
requi red nunbers of patrol aircraft and fleet helicopters, naval aviation should
be buyi ng approxi mately 200-210 new aircraft per year. (16:9) But, the Future
Year Defense Plan (FYDP),reflecting the FY-93 Presidents Budget Request

(Table 1), shows significant neartermdeficits in procurenent, and while the

outyears | ook better, they are extremely fluid and subject to continuing
negative



budget review pressures of the Planning Programm ng and Budgeti ng System
(PPBS) .

In ten years the F/A-18 series aircraft, originally bought as a | ow
cost

inventory filler, will conprise naval aviation's primary TACAI R capability. It
wil |

have to repl ace both earlier nodel F/A-18s, a portion of retiring F-14As and
substitute for deficits in the medium attack or A-6E inventory. The A-6E,
originally bought during the 1970's as an updated version of the 1960's vintage
A-6A will not begin to be replaced until the AX enters service in the 2003/ 4
timeframe. Other carrier based aircraft such as the E-2C and EA-6B have no
future replacenments in view or only have m nor upgrade prograns planned.

The | and- based ASW and patrol force appears to have little future with the
cancel |l ation of the P-7/ LRACCA program and the perception that the Russian
(former Soviet) submarine threat has all but dissipated. The only bright spot,
with the exception of a replacenent for the aged H 46, appears to be nava
hel i copt er prograns based on the AH 1, H 60 and H 53E aircraft series.

Certainly, naval aircraft nodernization plans are conplicated by
sever al

factors, including:

f * a wide range of mission requirenents, requiring nmany different types
o
speci al i zed and expensive aircraft,
* many di fferent types of aircraft are becom ng obsol ete at roughly
the same tine,
* procurenent failures such as the A-12 and P-7
* difficulty handingly the new budget realities of the post Cold Var
era

However conplicated any one of these problens happen to be, they are

not the root cause of naval aviation's |oom ng nodernization crisis. The



determ nate cause of what is ailing naval aviation is institutional. The failure
to

develop institutional consensus within the uniformed el enents of naval aviation
the Ofice of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV) and the Departnent of the
Navy (DON) on a rational strategy for the future has undercut naval aviation's
ability to function on the OSD and Congressional budget battleground (15:107)
and all owed various other elenments of the national defense establishment to
attenpt to set the future agenda for naval aviation. Wiat are these el enments?
Generally they are Congress, the civilian |l eadership in the DOD and mlitary
aircraft and systens manufacturers.

More so than at any tinme in the last 40 years, these elenents are
di vi ded

and internally fractured on what the future defense strategy of the nation
shoul d

be, what capabilities should the naval services retain or change, and therefore,
what form and strength shoul d naval aviation take. Wiile the need to articul ate

a naval strategy, and a naval aviation strategy, is nore critical today than
when

the Col d War was on, the Navy seens unable to do so. Further conplicating

naval aviation's future is the rising influence of the Joint Staff and Cl NCs vs.
t he

mlitary departnents in setting mlitary requirenments, the new autonony of
acqui sition decision maki ng process, a Planning Progranm ng and Budgeti ng
System (PPBS) overcone by rapidly changi ng world and national events.

Part of the problemin articulating a strategy for the future of
nava

aviation is the structure of organization within naval aviation itself. Years
ago

naval aviation organized itself by subdividing into various "conmunities" based
upon different aircraft nodels and their nissions. Once an officer is associated
with a particular comunity he remains there until achieving a senior grade.

This "stovepi pi ng" devel ops pride and operational expertise in a specific areas



necessary to win in conbat. Careers are built,in large part, based on nentor
rel ati onships with senior aviators within each comunity and comunity |oyalty.
Transition to another platformand comunity is the career kiss of death. In
comparison with surface, submarine and staff officers in the Navy, there has
been little enmphasis on post-graduate education at the junior officer level, or
ot her broadeni ng experiences like duty in major Washington, D.C. or CINC
staffs. (15:107) Consequently, mpst naval aviators view their own status and
career aspirations with that of their comunity.

VWhen arriving for duty in the Washington, D.C. arena as generally
seni or

of ficers, naval aviators do so as advocates for their conmunity - not nava
aviation or the Navy. In the very place where the need for broad based team

play is essential, naval aviation is fuedalized, w th each subdivision pushing
its

own agenda with little consequence to the |arger concerns of naval or nava
aviation strategy. VADM R M Dunl eavy, Assistant Chief of Naval Operations
Air Warfare (OP-05) recogni zes the probl ens caused by community

parochialism In an effort to overcone the "rice bow" syndrone and tone down
the enotionalismcaused by successive cancellations of new aircraft prograns

he has stated that naval aviation needs to cone together, boldly face a future
of

change and speak with one voice. (7:0) This is nothing nore than the clear
recognition that there is not enough noney to fund every comunities "wi sh |ist"
and to succeed in having any future, naval aviation needs to stop sending
confusing mxed signhals to OSD and Capitol Hill. Naval aviation needs to

support what is acceptable to the of rest of the unifornmed Navy, and the
civilian

| eadership in the DON and O fice of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). Thus the
focus of the present strategy for naval aviation future are the politically
acceptable (to OSD) F/ A-18E/ F and AX prograns.

But the status quo never changes easily. The F-14 community has not



taken the cancellation of the aircraft that were to guarantee their future, the
F- 14D and Naval Advanced Tactical Fighter (NATF), lying down. In strongly
worded letters to Proceedings during the |last year, fighter comunity
proponents bitterly conplained that the Navy and DOD | eadershi p was

conpletely out of touch with the requirenents of the fleet and that they did not
know what they were doing by canceling the F-14D. This was | argely based

upon the assertion that the F-14D was a much nore capable aircraft than the

F/ A-18 E/F could hope to be. (30:16) There were also conplaints that the F-14D
cancel |l ation was driven by internal DOD | obbying of the "single-seat nafia"
(8:70) or strike-fighter (F/ A-18) conmunity to gain OSD, and eventual Navy,
endorsement for an inproved version of the F/A-18 and sinultaneously kill the
F- 14D and NATF prograns. Wthout passing any judgrment on what the F/ A-18

community did or didn't do in this case - the nmethodology is simlar to what
ot her

community in naval aviation has done for years - pronoting their own interest
through networks in the Ofice of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV), Nava
Air Systenms Command (NEVER), Secretary of the Navy (SECNAV), GOSD,

contractors and Congressional staffs. Infact, as soon as the F-14D cancellation
was announced, F-14D proponents, in and out of uniform vowed to storm

Capitol H Il to overturn the decision. For community advocates this is nerely
superior staff work through "networking," not "end runs" around established
positions by OP-05,the CNO and the SECNAV. Power and influence are

di ffused anong many voices, causing confusion, inconsistency and

undercutting the ability of the of any naval leader to articulate a holistic
vi si on of

what naval avi ation should |ook like in the future.

Anot her community within naval aviation presents other difficulties
in

form ng and articulating a rationale strategy for the future: Marine Corps

Avi ation. The Marines are not so difficult to get along with because they put



pl atform comunity |loyalty ahead of nmarine aviation. It is their elevated sense

of service loyalty, their unique requirenents and their ability to access their
own

service chief, the Commandant of the Marine Corps, that present naval aviation
with difficult force planning and integration problens. Wiile marine aviation is
programed and budgeted with Navy funding, so-called "blue in support of

green" through the OP-05, and there are Marines on the OP-05 staff to address
and coordi nate Mari ne Corps requirenments with those of the Navy, there

remai ns sone friction and gaps. A primary source of comunication probl ens

originate sinply fromthe location of the Deputy Chief of Staff (DJS), Aviation
of

the Marine Corps offices. Despite also being a senior nmenber of the OP-05
staff, DC/'S, Aviation offices remain at the Headquarters Marine Corps buil ding
i nstead of being co-located with OPNAV offices in the Pentagon. |Informal, day
in and day out, contact between the Navy and Marine Corps flag and genera
officers is infrequent. Wen frequent contact is nade, tine is short, due to
PPBS mi | estone deadlines, funding options are scarce, due to other
programatic conmitnents, and the issues are couched in inflexible "yes or no"
ternmns.

In terns of technol ogical devel opnent the Marines are nmuch nore
i nterested in enphasizing advanced STOVAL and rotorcraft technol ogi es than
the Navy. The Marines are the only U S. service to enploy the Harrier "junp-
jet" and want a future replacenent. And despite the fact that SECDEF
cancel ed the HV-22 program back in 1989, the programstill remains alive
| argely through the active | obbying of retired Marine Corps |oyalists and
contractors. The Marines al so have different operational priorities than the
Navy. The Navy has been nore directed toward deep air interdiction, air

superiority and ASWm ssions while the Marines enphasi ze operations in

support of ground schenes of maneuver. Assault support and cl ose air support



(CAS) of ground troops are top priorities.(13:0)

Devel opi ng the consensus required for articulating, inplenenting and
managi ng naval aviation strategy for the future, is not only conplicated by the
internal divisions in naval aviation. The changing institutional environnment of
OPNAV, SECNAV and OSD have al so contributed to the disarray which pl aces
the future of naval aviation at risk. The shifting scope and enphasis of the
power and influence exercised both within and between these senior
organi zations has a critical effect on how robust a future naval aviation wll
have.

During the | ast decade, the nost dramatic shift in power and
influence in

the DON and OPNAV has been fromthe former "barons” or platform sponsors
for air, surface and submarine warfare to the programing, budgeting and
acqui sition staffs of the CNO and SECNAV,

The shift was due to four main factors: organizati onal changes that
woul d support devel opnent of a naval /maritinme strategy by CNO ADM Thonas
Hayward; the energy and audacity of the Reagan Administration's first
SECNAV, John Lehran; the Gol dwat er-Ni chol s Def ense Reorgani zati on Act of
1986; and the inplementation of the Defense Managenent Review (DWR)

"reforms."

Haywar d understood that the two npbst inportant functions of OPNAV
the programm ng, or resource allocation process, and the setting of
requi renents for new systens were dom nated by the then Deputy CNGCs
(DCNGCs) for air, surface, and subnmarine warfare. A CNO could intervene in the
programm ng process but he usually lacked the tinme and staff to overcone
positions and influence that had already been set by the DCNGCs and
coordinated with the Systens Conmands. To exert his own authority Hayward,
then CNO ADM Janes Watkins, substantially strengthened their own

programm ng directorate (then OP-090, now OP-80) and greatly expanded the



focus of what was then OP-095 fromjust ASWto coordination of all functiona
areas of naval warfare. (20:110-112) The present DCNO for Naval Warfare
(OP-07) organi zation is the result.

SECNAV Lehman i npl ement ed several changes in the DON and
OPNAV to increase his personal influence, provide additional overall policy
direction and further overconme the influence of the platform DCNGs within
OPNAV. Ignoring the traditional separation of the SECNAV' s acquisition
authority and the CNO s progranm ng duties he took on a nuch larger role in
controlling the progranm ng process through the establishment of DON

Program Strategy Boards. By effectively, utilizing his influence on Capitol
HIl,

authority over acquisition and continuously threatening progranmatic or
acquisition related action, Lehman kept the DCNO s off bal ance and

responding to his initiatives, not theirs. (20:116-117) For naval aviation, this
meant OP-05 had | ess and | ess influence over the direction of aviation
noder ni zati on strategy and over acquisition related programdirection at Nava
Air Systens Conmand.

The Col dwat er-Ni chol s Act of 1986 officially ended the era of the platform
"barons by limting the nunber of DCNOs OPNAV coul d have to five. CNO ADM

Carlisle Trost appointed his functionally oriented staff (progranm ng,
| ogi stics,

personnel , naval warfare, and operations) as DCNGs and denoted the

pl atform sponsors to Assistant CNGs (ACNGs). (20:125) Gol dwater-Ni chols
further reduced the influence of the OPNAV pl atform sponsors by strengthening
the SECNAV' s acquisition authority over the systenms comuands and

mandat i ng the managenent of acquisition prograns by officers wholly

dedi cated to the defense acquisition (Material Professionals). The purpose
was to curtail acquisition nmanagenent fromthe influence OPNAV, and achieve

nore stream i ned and busi ness-1i ke managenent.



Finally, there is the influence of the DMR For OPNAV this has neant
a

complete transfer of all functions supervisory functions related to research
devel opment and acquisition to SECNAV. Al nmjor acquisition prograns are
directly managed through a new Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Research
Devel opment and Acquisition (ASN, RD&A) through either a Program Executive
Oficer (PEO or Direct Reporting Program Manager (DRPM .

The result of all these institutional changes has further eroded the
ability

of any one bureaucracy in OPNAV or the DON to set the agenda for nava

aviation or any other warfare area. OP-05, as an ACNO, still has the power to
sign Tentative Qperational Requirenents (TOR) docurents but, only with the
concurrence of OP-07. OP-05 still has programming authority over nava

aviation but it is increasingly overshadowed by a nore powerful OP-80. The

focus of ASN (RD & A) is the politically sensitive area of executing approved
acquisition progranms. But it is not organized or staffed to devel op requirenents
or engage in the resource allocation process of programm ng. (32:0)

The CNO is constrained in setting an agenda for naval aviation also.
He

must bal ance the advice he receives fromall his DCNGs and ACNGs in many
different warfare areas, as well as coordinating with the the Joint Staff, the
war fi ghting CI NCs, SECNAV, and the ASNs for financial and acquisition
managenment. Has back-to-back submariner CNGs hurt naval aviation? There

is no direct evidence that it has. No one can bl ane any of the najor program
cancel | ations on any of the CNGs. The NATF cancellation originated in OP-05

in an effort to focus declining resources on the A-12 and reduce R &D over head
costs. The A-12 and P-7 cancell ations were acquisition related, caused by poor
contractor performance and, in the case of the A-12, poor nonitoring by the
acqui sition system The F-14D cancellations, first the new aircraft and then the

remanuf act ured version, were OSD deci sions, based primarily on



affordability. (32:0) How inportant is it to naval aviation for an aviator to be
one

of the next two CNOs? VADM Dunl eavy believes it is critical. But his reasoning

is based nore on the notivational needs of officers in all major warfare areas
to

have the opportunity to conpete for the top job (7:0) rather than on the need to
have an aviator CNO focus on the needs of naval aviation

Perhaps a better measure of the effect back-to-back submariner CNOs
have had on naval aviation is the percentage of aircraft procurenent (APN)
funding relative to total DON spending. It stands to reason that if the Navy
wants a viable aviation force to support the SECDEF/ CICS Base Force, it
woul d devote the appropriate |evel of resources. But this is not being done.
The percentage of APN-1 (new aircraft) funding to total DON fundi ng has been

in a downward slide since fiscal year 1986 (FY-86), reaching an historical |ow
in

of 4.2 percent in FY-91. This conpares to historic APN-1 funding | evels of
approximately 7.2 percent of total DON funding. (22:0) Yet despite all the
concern about the future of naval aviation, APN-1 funding remains low, in FY-93
only anounting to 4.6 percent of total DON funding. (5:0) Naval aviation is not
only feeling the effect the post Cold War reduction in overall DON spending, but

a reduction in its percentage of DON funding, as well. (22:0) Yet analysts in
oP-

80 insist it is unrealistic for naval aviation to receive any additional funding
in

future budget projections. This possibly suggests a policy of "benign neglect”
with respect to naval aviation on the part of the Navy hierarchy, ained not
specifically ainmed at ruining naval aviation, but toward preserving other "rice
bow s" in the service

The diffusion of power and | ack of consensus on what constitutes a
realistic future for naval aviation within the DON and OPNAV has al |l owed the

OsD staff to nove in and set the agenda. In late 1990, as the final plans were



being reviewed for DOD's FY-92/93 budget, analysts in OSD s office of Program
Anal ysis and & Evaluation (PA & E) felt that internal Navy politics had lead to
such a norass of confusion, that the service could no Ionger be trusted to

realistically programa future for naval aviation. (9:0) The Navy was busy
trying

to save the the A-12 program continue procurenent funding for the F/ A- 18 U D,
the remanufactured version of the F-14D and restart new F-14D production in
exchange for cancellation of the NATF which was vi ewed as unaffordabl e.

For many years, critics of naval aviation had urged the Navy to
reduce

the nunber of different types of aircraft it was buying at relatively unecononic

production rates to achieve less costly and nore efficient production of a
singl e,

mul ti-m ssion, nodel. The Navy had never recomrended this approach

because it ran counter to the institutional requirenents of the three (four
counting the Marines) separate TACAIR communities in naval aviation. But for
the program anal ysts and budgeteers in OSD, the end of the Cold War provided
the opportunity to force the Navy to jettison the requirenment to buy expensive,
single purpose, aircraft and rely on a | ess expensive (and possibly |ess
capable) nmulti-mssion that could procured in |arge nunbers. MDonnel

Dougl as had proposed that it could build an | arger, upgraded version of the

F/ A-18 that could be developed (for 3.3 billion dollars) and ready for
producti on

by FY-96. (1:0) Thus the F/A-18 E/F program was born - not only as an upgrade
for the growth limted F/A-18 C/ D aircraft, but as a replacenents for the nore
expensive F-14D and its designated replacenment, the NATF.

The initiation of the F/A-18 E/F and the cancell ation of the A-12
pr ogr ans

not only denmponstrated the institutional weakness of OPNAV and the DON; it
al so denonstrated the increased willingness of OSD to step in, ignore the

advi se of a service chief and secretary, and performradical surgery on an



service's plan for the future. OSD had not just slowed or canceled a service
program or rebuted a service proposal

The civilians in OSD had conpletely rearranged the Navy's TACAI R
noder ni zati on strategy. Could the sane thing happen to the Air Force or the
Arny? Possi bly, but not probably. Only the DON, and Navy inparticular, has so
nmany mssion areas to concern itself with., (32:0) Wile the Arny can focus its
attention on the nuances of land warfare and the Air Force can do the same with

air delivered tactical and strategic warfare, naval warfare requires expertise
in,

| and, air, ocean surface, subsurface and strategic warfare areas. Naval warfare
al so requires the integration of these warfare areas. Air warfare platforns
perform ng ASWand surface warfare vessels perfornming strategic strikes with
TOMAHAWK crui se missile are exanples. Such a broad span of warfare areas

for any one organization inevitably |eads to conpetition between the

proponents of these warfare areas.

The conpetition can be constructive or destructive dependi ng upon
how

the organi zation is structured, and how power and influence is systenatized to
achi eve the goals of the organi zation. The present organi zation and focus of
naval aviation, OPNAV and the DON is not conducive to setting and achieving
strategic goals. The functionally organi zed DCNO staffs in OPNAV are not
capable of interacting with the fleet and coordi nating every conpl ex programin
Navy. ASN (RD &A) and the systens commands are organi zed to provide the
manageri al and technical expertise to execute acquisition progranms, not

choose between requirenents. The former platform "barons" no | onger have

the clout necessary to plan, organize, lead and control - nmanage - a portion

of the Navy with the concurrence of the CNO and SECNAV. Who is setting the

strategy for the future of naval aviation? Everybody - that's the probl em
(32:0)

The chal l enge for the senior uniformed | eadership of naval aviation
isto



find ways of devel oping the consensus within the present organization of
OPNAV and the DON to devel op and support a realistic strategy for nava
aviation's future. The Naval Aviation Liaison Goup (NALG is an adhoc group

that is presently provides a forumfor the discussion issues facing nava
avi ation

is astepinthe right direction. Mre inportantly, naval aviation needs to take
steps to reduce the influence of community advocacy w thin OPNAV, Naval Air
Systens Conmand and the acquisition programoffices. Don't allow program
managers to manage aircraft prograns vital to the communities they are

associ ated with. The uniformed | eadership nust al so denonstrate the

willingness to live within constrained funding | evels and constructively manage
acqui sition prograns. This neans no | onger endorsing high cost and high risk
technol ogy devel opnents, achieving greater cooperation with the Air Force (as
with the AX program, and keepi ng prograns on schedul e and on cost.

Finally, OPNAV should review its organizational structure. The
enphasi s on functional staffs may be fine for the Air Force or for the Arny, but
the Navy is too conplex. (32:0) Every mmjor warfare area needs someone who
has the power and influence, accountability and authority to set an holistic
agenda for the future. Areturn of the platformsponsors to DCNO status woul d

partially achieve this, without diluting the authority and responsibility of the
CNO

and SECNAV.



TABLE 1
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY
SIX-YEAR PLAN

i

QUANTITY
AIRCRAFT FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997
EA-6B* — 3 9 9 12 12
AV-8B 6 — — —_ — —
FIA-18 48 48 39 45 60 84
CH/MH-53E 16 20 20 — —_ -
AH-1W 14 12 12 12 12 12
SH-60B 13 12 12 12 12 12
SH-60F 12 12 12 12 12 12
E-2C 6 — — — —_ —
T-45TS 12 12 36 48 48 48
HH-60H — 7 8 9 — —
TOTAL AIRCRAFT 127 126 148 147 156 180
* REMANUFACTURED AIRCRAFT ONLY
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